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The purpose of this paper is to analyze the impact, if any, of the summer program in 
2001 upon students' TOEFL score gains one semester after the program. 
It should be noted here that there are numerous studies evaluating the effects of a 
summer program. Nishida evaluated a four-week intensive English program at a Midwestern 
American University based upon the TOEFL test (Nishida, 1985). Gurman and Hudson 
evaluated a short-term study abroad program in London based upon a 31 item questionnaire 
(Gurman, Taylor & Hudson, 1990). Iwakiri evaluated a five-week program at thirty-one 
different high schools in Australia based upon questions from Prentice-Halls' Practic Tests 
for the TOEIe (Steinberg, 1987) (lwakiri, 1993). Kitao evaluated a three-week study abroad 
program at Mary Baldwin College based upon a questionnaire exploring the students 
perceived improvement in English proficiency, changes in perceived images of the United 
States, and the types of preparation perceived as being useful (Kitao, 1993). Ono evaluated 
a summer study abroad program in Canada by using a pre- and post-questionnaire pertaining 
to attitude changes toward learning and personal development (Ono, 1998). Izawa and 
Nomura evaluated a 25-day program at Woodbury University in the United States based 
upon a self-evaluation scale composed of eight items (lzawa & Nomura, 2000). Kawaguchi 
and Nagasawa evaluated a one year study abroad program at Southern Oregon University 
based upon TOEFL practice materials (Kawaguchi & Nagasawa, 2(00). Matsumoto evaluated 
a three-month study abroad program at California State University based upon TOEIC tests 
and the Michigan Placement test (Matsumoto, 2000). Okamoto evaluated a four-week 
intensive English program at Treasure Valley Community College in 2000 and at Boise 
State University in 2001 based upon the TOEFL tests (Okamoto, 2001, 2002). As can be 
observed from the above studies, the evaluations of study abroad programs consisted of 
appraising the results during the programs themselves. Admittedly the above research is 
by no means exhaustive, however the author couldn't discover research accomplished by 
other authors that dealt with the ramifications of the summer program after the students 
returned to their respective colleges. Subsequent to the first summer program instituted by 
Aomori Public College (hereinafter referred to as A.P.C.) in 2000, substantial gains were 
seen at the end of the fall semester (Okamoto, 2001). This research will investigate the 
summer program students' Institutional TOEFL scores from July 7, 200 I (end of spring 
* Aomori Public College 
semester) to January 26, 2002 (end of fall semester). In the previous paper, the author 
analyzed incoming and outgoing practice TOEFL scores resulting from the students' efforts 
during the summer program at Boise State University in Boise, Idaho (hereinafter referred 
to as B.S.U.) in 2001 (Okamoto, 2002). 
The contents of this paper are as follows: 
1) Results of practice TOEFL scores accrued by students during the summer program 
in 2001 
2) Results of students' listening, grammar, and reading sections of the practice TOEFL 
test at the end of the B.S.U. summer program in 2001 
3) Comparison of Institutional TOEFL scores from July 7, 2001 to January 26, 2002 
4) Analysis of the students' listening, grammar, and reading sections of the Institutional 
TOEFL test at the end of fall semester of 2001 
5) Evaluation of the outcomes from the Institutional TOEFL test 
6) Summary and conclusion 
Results of Practice TOEFL Scores during D.S.V. Summer Program, 2001 
TOEFL SCORES BEFORE AND AFTER SUMMER PROGRAM 
Student *8/10/01 *9/5/01 Increase, Decrease 
First Year Students 
1 468 457 -11 
2 450 458 + 8 
3 482 480 - 2 
4 460 491 +31 
5 437 444 + 7 
6 393 435 +42 
7 393 452 +59 
8 401 417 +16 
Second Year Students 
1 390 458 +68 
2 414 466 +52 
3 471 472 + 1 
4 483 481 - 2 
5 467 480 +13 
6 396 463 +67 
7 427 444 +17 
8 408 451 +43 
9 442 496 +54 
10 483 463 -20 
11 453 483 +30 
12 439 450 +11 
Third Year Student 
1 450 480 +30 
*Both TOEFL tests were Practice TOEFL Tests 
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Comparison TOEFL Scores 
July - September 
N = 21: 8-1st. Yr., 12- 2nd. Yr., 1- 3rd. Yr. Student(s) 
2001, Total Number Number Largest Largest Highest Average Average Average 
n=21 Points (%) (%) Point Point Score Incoming Exit Point 
Increased Increased Decreased Increase Decrease Score Score Increase 
1 st. Yr. 150 6 2 59 -11 491 436 454 19 
Students (75%) (25%) 393 - 468 -
452 457 
2nd. Yr. 334 10 2 68 -20 496 439 467 28 
Students (83%) (17%) 390 - 483 -
458 463 
3 rd. Yr. 30 1 0 30 0 480 450 480 30 
Student (100%) 450 -
480 
All 17 4 442 467 25 Students (81 %) (19%) 
As the above figures indicate, the first-year students increased a net 150 points. Six (75 
%) of the students increased and two (25%) of the students decreased their scores. The 
largest point increase was 59 points from 393 to 452. The largest negative gain was -11 
points from 468 to 457. The highest score attained during the program was 491. The 
average incoming score was 436 and the average outgoing score was 454. The students' 
average gain was 19 points. The second year students increased a net 334 points. Ten 
(83%) of the second-year students increased while two (17%) decreased. The largest point 
increase was 68 points from 390 to 458 and the largest negative gain was -20 from 483 to 
463. The highest score was 496. The average incoming score was 439 and the average 
outgoing score was 467. The students' average gain was 28 points. There was one third-year 
student who increased 30 points during the program from 450 to 480. Thus for the 
twenty-one students that attended, seventeen (8 1 %) of them increased and four (1 9 %) 
decreased. The average gain for all of the students was 25 points. The largest individual 
gain showed an increase of 68 points, from 390 to 458. The smallest gain was minus 20, 
from 483 to 463. 
Comparison of Institutional TOEFL Scores, July 7, 2001 and January 26, 2002 
Student 7/7/01 1126/02 Increase, Decrease 
First Year Students 
1 430 427 -3 
2 440 446 + 6 
3 433 440 +7 
4 430 450 
5 420 420 
6 437 437 
7 423 437 
8 396 430 
Second Year Students 
1 377 437 
2 443 430 
3 463 487 
4 457 480 
5 423 420 
6 400 413 
7 407 460 
8 453 483 
9 420 4430 
*F our students did not take test on 1/26/02 
Comparison TOEFL Scores 
July, 2001 - January, 2002 
+20 
o 
o 
+14 
+34 
+60 
-7 
+24 
+23 
-3 
+13 
+53 
+30 
+10 
N = 17: 8-1st. Yr., 9- 2nd. Yr., Student 
01 -02 Total Number Number Largest Largest Highest Average 
n=17 Points (%) (%) Point Point Score Incoming 
Increased Increased Decreased Increase Decrease Score 
1 st. Yr. 79 5 1 34 -3 450 426 
Students (63%) (12%) 396 - 430 -
430 427 
2 No 
Change 
(25%) 
2nd. Yr. 203 7 2 60 -7 487 427 
Students (78%) (22%) 377 - 443 -
437 430 
All 12 426.5 
Students (71 %) (29%) 
Average Average 
Exit Point 
Score Increase 
436 10 
449 22 
442.5 16 
As the above information indicates, the first-year students increased a total of 79 points, 
5 (63 %) increased, 1 (12 %) decreased, and 2 (25 %) remained unchanged. The largest 
increase was 34 points, from 396-430 and the largest decrease was 3 points, from 430-
427. The highest score was 450. The average incoming score was 426 and the average 
outgoing score was 436 resulting in an average increase of 10 points. The second year 
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students increased 203 points. 7 (78%) increased their scores and 2 (22%) decreased their 
scores. The largest increase was 60 points from 377-437 and the largest decrease was 7 
points from 443-430. The highest score achieved was 487. The average incoming score 
was 427 and the average outgoing score was 449 resulting in an average increase of 22 
points. The results for all the students shows that 12 (71 %) increased their scores while 3 
(29%) decreased. The average incoming score was 426.5 and the average outgoing score 
was 442.5 resulting in an average increase of 16 points. 
The next chart illustrates a closer analysis of the TOEFL score examining the listening, 
grammar, and reading components, which in total comprise the TOEFL score. 
BEFORE AND AFTER TOEFL LISTENING, GRAMMAR, READING SCORES 
First Year Students Listening Grammar Reading Total 
7/7/01 43 42 44 430 
1/26/02 41 41 46 427 
- 2 - 1 +2 - 3 
7/7/01 260 205(465)* 440** 
1/26/02 280 210(490}* 446** 
+20 + 5 + 6 
7/7/01 45 47 38 433 
1126/02 40 51 41 440 
- 5 +4 +3 + 7 
7/7/01 40 40 49 430 
1126/02 43 45 47 450 
+3 +5 - 2 +20 
7/7/01 41 41 44 420 
1126/02 43 44 39 420 
+2 +3 - 5 + 0 
7/7/01 43 41 47 437 
1/26/02 45 43 43 437 
+ 2 + 2 - 4 0 
7/7/01 44 47 36 423 
1/26/02 46 46 39 437 
+ 2 + 1 + 3 +14 
717/01 230 155(385)* 396** 
1/26/02 235 215(450}* 430** 
+5 +60 +34 
Second Year Students 
717 /01 32 42 39 377 
1/26/02 44 42 45 437 
+12 0 + 6 +60 
717 /01 42 44 47 443 
1/26/02 43 40 46 430 
+1 - 4 - 1 -13 
7/7/01 46 44 49 463 
1126/02 48 48 50 487 
+2 +4 +1 +24 
717 /01 49 41 47 457 
1/26/02 51 50 43 480 
+2 +9 - 4 +23 
7/7/01 38 42 47 423 
1126/02 42 45 39 420 
+4 +3 - 8 - 3 
717/01 33 44 43 400 
1126/02 40 45 39 413 
+7 +1 - 4 +13 
717/01 43 40 39 407 
1126/02 47 45 46 460 
+4 +5 +7 +53 
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7/7/01 
1126102 
7/7/01 
1126102 
*TOEIC score 
**Converted TOEFL score 
46 
49 
+3 
40 
42 
+2 
44 
47 
+3 
41 
44 
+3 
46 453 
49 483 
+3 +30 
45 420 
43 430 
- 2 +10 
As the above chart reveals, students increased or decreased in different components of 
the TOEFL test. The first-year students' results indicate that in the listening section six 
students increased (75%) and two decreased (25%). In the grammar section, five increased 
(83%), one decreased (17%). Here, it must be noted that two of the students took the 
TOEIC, therefore they don't have a grammar score. In the reading section, five increased 
(63%) and three decreased (37%). The second-year students' results indicate that in the 
listening section, all nine students increased (100%). In the grammar section, seven students 
increased (78%), one decreased (11 %), and one remained unchanged (11 %). In the reading 
section four increased (44%) and five decreased (56%). From the previous analysis of the 
three components, the first-year students increased the most in their grammar followed by 
increases in listening. The second year students increased the most in their listening followed 
by increases in grammar ability. When one compares all seventeen students, fifteen (88%) 
increased in the listening section and two (12%) decreased. In the grammar section, twelve 
students (71 %) increased, two decreased (16%), and one remained unchanged (13%). In 
the reading section, nine increased (55%) and eight decreased (45%). From the results, it 
appears that more emphasis is needed in the reading area. The students appeared to have 
made admirable gains in the different parts of the TOEFL, which increased their total score. 
If all of the students' results are viewed, the listening section increased the most followed 
by increases in grammar. The gains obtained are very similar to previous research in which 
substantial gains were accrued one semester after a study abroad program (Okamoto, 2001). 
Summary and Conclusion 
The summer program immersed the students in an English oriented environment. The 
increases in speaking, listening, and TOEFL scores were substantial (Okamoto, 200 I). As 
the information in the previous section indicates, first-year students gained an average of 
19 points concerning their TOEFL score. The second-year students increased an average 
of 28 points, and the third year student increased an average of 30 points. The first-year 
students increased the most in their reading ability, the second-year students increased the 
most in their listening and reading ability, and the third year student increased the most in 
the listening area. It must be emphasized that the tests at B.S.U. were practice TOEFL 
tests, which may produce somewhat different results compared to the institutional test 
students take at the end of spring and fall semester. It is the author's opinion that the 
practice tests are not as difficult as the Institutional tests, therefore the scores from the 
practice tests may be higher than those achieved from the institutional tests. The measurement 
(practice TOEFL) is important because it is an indicator of whether students have acquired 
increased ability in listening, grammar, and reading (Iwakiri, 1993) (Kawaguchi & Nagasawa, 
2000) (Okamoto, 2000, 2001). Also, since the incoming and outgoing tests during the 
summer program were both practice tests, the increases are based upon similar types of 
tests (Okamoto, 2001) 
One semester after the summer program, the students did make substantial gains comparing 
the scores from the end of spring semester to the end of fall semester. The first-year 
students gained an average of 10 points. The second-year students increased an average 
of 22 points. It must be stated that three second-year students and the third-year student 
didn't take the Institutional TOEFL test in January, therefore the analysis covered in this 
paper evaluates seventeen students not twenty-one. Concerning the three areas included 
on the TOEFL test (listening, grammar, reading), the end of fall semester results are 
somewhat different than those from the summer program. The first-year students increased 
the most in grammar followed by listening. The second-year students gained the most in 
listening followed by grammar. The average exit score for first-year students was 436 and 
for second-year students was 449. 
The score gains from the summer program appears to be higher than those achieved from 
the end of spring semester to the end of fall semester. One reason for this may be the 
discrepancy between the results from the practice TOEFL and the Institutional TOEFL test. 
Another reason could be that the gains during the summer program were due to the 
immersion and intensity of the English program. Definitely, once the students returned and 
studied at A.P.C., the amount of time spent in an English environment is minimal. A further 
reason could be that during the summer program, students primarily studied English whereas 
when they returned they studied subjects besides English. In relation to the second-year 
students, they are not required to take English in the second year, therefore some of the 
students may not have taken an English course after returning. At this juncture in the 
evaluation, the criticism may be raised that the English program at A.P.C. may not be 
sufficient to increase the students' scores. In answer to this, comments by the instructors 
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at B.S.U. during the summer program assured the author that this is not so. They indicated 
that the A.P.C. students' motivation and background were more than satisfactory as compared 
to other foreign students they have taught. One specific example given was that students 
from another Japanese University have been attending B.S.U. on a short-term program for 
several years. The comment was that A.P.C. students' English ability was considerably 
higher than those students. One possible weakness in the A.P.C. program, which may have 
been brought to light from the analysis one semester after the program, is that more 
emphasis should be placed upon reading within the course. This fact is acknowledged by 
the author, however since the current course at A.P.C. concentrates upon speaking and 
TOEIC preparation, allocation of time to all elements of English is difficult. The point 
however is well taken and more weight should be placed upon reading. 
Overall, the author thinks that the program did in fact increase the students' English 
ability and was very beneficial for them. Other extremely important areas which the program 
improved was students' motivation to study, view of the outside world, and tolerance of 
other people's views (Okamoto, 2002). 
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